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1. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

In order to estimate the number and characteristics of middle and high school studentsin
Michigan who are at elevated risk of acohol, tobacco, and other drug use and related problems,
or who are already substance users, the Michigan Department of Community Health (MDCH),
Division of Mental Health Quality and Planning (DMHQP), with assistance from Research
Triangle Ingtitute (RTI), conducted the Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors
2000/2001 Student Survey. This survey was funded by the Center for Substance Abuse
Prevention (CSAP) as part of Michigan’'s Prevention Needs Assessment Project.

During the 2000-2001 school year, school staff administered the Michigan Substance Abuse
Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey to over 9,000 studentsin grades 6, 8, 10,
and 12, in 73 schools across Michigan.

To present the data and information from this study in a meaningful manner, we prepared an
individual report for each of the seven regions in Michigan. Because of the small number of
private school students participating in the survey, each regional report focuses on the findings
from data collected from public school students. This report presents the results of the public
school survey in Detroit and is divided into four chapters. The remaining sections of this chapter
provide information on study methodology and response rates. The second chapter provides
prevalence estimates of Detroit public school students’ use of tobacco, acohol, and other drugs,
aswell as estimates of delinquent behavior. It should be noted that where estimates are
compared in this report, no formal statistical analyses have been conducted. Chapter 3 provides
findings about community, school, family, and peer-individual risk factors associated with
students substance use, and Chapter 4 summarizes the key study findings. In addition, the
instrument and data collection materials are provided in the appendix.

11 M ethodology

The Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey was
adapted from the Student Survey of Risk and Protective Factors and Prevalence of Alcohol,
Tobacco, and other Drug Use, developed by the Social Development Research Group (SDRG) at
the University of Washington and used in many other states. The survey was printed on an
electronically scannable form. To protect student privacy, the questionnaire was anonymous. It
istherefore impossible to identify an individual student’s responses. District and school
recruitment was conducted by staff of MDCH. Participation by schools and students was
completely voluntary. Parental consent was obtained prior to survey administration by using
either active or passive consent procedures. Participating schools were provided all the
necessary materials for administering the survey. A designated survey coordinator at each
school distributed and collected survey materials and sent the completed surveys back to RTI via
Federal Express. A thank you letter was sent by MDCH to participating school superintendents,

1-1



principals, and teachers expressing appreciation to all involved in the survey. The letter
provided instructions on how to receive the incentive for participating.

Because this research effort involved data collection directly from minors, it involved review
of the study design and all school and parental consent forms and procedures by the MDCH
Human Subjects Committee. Approval was granted as required before data collection began.

12 Response Rates

The following information is for Detroit and is based on the surveys completed by
participating students in grades 6, 8, 10, and 12. Exhibit 1.1 displays the planning regionsin the
state. Exhibit 1.2 showsthat 12 schools were sampled from Detroit with 9 schools eligible to
participate. Schoolswere eligibleif they included a6™, 8", 10", and/or 12" grade. Of the 9
eligible schools, 6 participated in the survey for an overall school response rate of 67 percent.
The school response rate in Detroit was slightly lower than the statewide public school response
rate of 69 percent. Within the 6 participating Detroit public schools, 9 6" grade, 16 8" grade, 31
10" grade, and 27 12" grade classes completed the survey.

A total of 2,386 Detroit public school students were sampled, but 30 of these students were
ineligible to participate because they were not in the 6", 8", 10", or 12" grade (Exhibit 1.2). In
addition, 23 eligible students did not participate because their parents/guardians objected to their
participation, 65 eligible students refused to participate, and 635 were absent on the day of
survey administration. Of the completed surveys, 83 were unusable due to careless, invalid, or
logically inconsistent responses. As aresult, there were 1,550 valid surveys, including 177 6"
grade surveys, 281 8" grade surveys, 541 10" grade surveys, and 551 12" grade surveys. The
overall student response rate for Detroit was 66 percent. The student response rate in Detroit
was lower than the statewide public school student response rate of 78 percent.

Taking into consideration both the school and student response rates [school response
rate* student response rate/100], Exhibit 1.2 shows the overall response rate for Detroit was 44
percent. The overall response rate for public schools in Detroit was lower than the overall
statewide public school response rate of 54 percent.

13 Using the Survey Results

Results from the Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student
Survey provide important information that can be used to help detect current patterns of risk
factors among students. It can help you:

1 identify differences by grade and gender,

1 target prevention efforts to specific groups of students, and
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Exhibit 1.2 School and Student Response Rates for Public Schoolsin Detroit

Detroit Region Statewide
School:
# Schools Sampled 12 95
# Schools Eligible 9 84
# School s Participating 6 58
Response Rate' 67% 69%
Classes:
# 6™ Grades Participating 9 78
# 8™ Grades Participating 16 128
# 10" Grades Participating 31 104
# 12" Grades Participating 27 77
Student:
# Students Sampled 2,386 11,822
# Students Eligible? 2,356 11,442
# Parental Refusals 23 284
# Student Refusals 65 302
# Absent 635 1558
# Discarded Surveys® 83 386
#Valid Surveys 1,550 8,912
# 6™ Grade Surveys 177 1,729
# 8™ Grade Surveys 281 2,578
# 10" Grade Surveys 541 2,548
# 12" Grade Surveys 551 2,057
Response Rate' 66% 78%
Overall:
Response Rate’ 44% 54%

! School response rate is cal culated by dividing the number of participating schools by the number of eligible schools.

2 Students in grades 7, 9, and 11 who completed the survey were ineligible for the survey and are therefore excluded from
analysis and response rate calculations.

3 Includes surveys in which responses were deemed dishonest or unreliable.

4 Student response rate is calculated by dividing the number of valid surveys by the number of eligible students.

® The overall response rate is calculated by multiplying the school and student response rates.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.

1-4



suggest whether or not policies and programs are having their intended effect on
student behaviors.

The results can be used as atool for starting discussions, educating the community, and
planning and evaluating programs.

Starting the Conversation: Use the survey findings to begin a conversation with
young people about the personal choices they make or about the health of their
community. Ask them if the results accurately reflect what they see happening
around them. How do they explain the results? What ideas do they have about
ways to promote healthy behaviors? From their perspective, what seemsto be
working and what is not working?

Increasing Awareness: The Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective
Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey provides an opportunity to break through
“denial” about some students’ participation in risky behaviors, and to make
community members aware of the risks that their young people face. It can also
dispel myths and correct misinformation about the average teen. The survey can
be used to accentuate the positive and to celebrate the fact that many students are
abstaining from behaviors which endanger their health and their ability to
succeed.

Planning and Evaluating Programs: The Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and
Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey can serve as the basis of aregional
needs assessment. It can help identify both strengths and areas for improvement
inyour region. It can even suggest strategies to address those challenges.

1.4  Limitations of the Survey

While the Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student
Survey represents the most complete and most recent information available about risk behaviors
among students in your region, like all surveys it has some limitations that you should keep in
mind when interpreting the results.

Sampling and Data Quality: Thisreport is based on all the students who
completed the survey in Detroit. Some students were absent on the day the
survey was administered, and other students declined to participate or incorrectly
completed the survey. Itislikely that the results are representative of the student
population in your region, but we cannot be sure. To minimize the chances of
poor data quality, several precautions were taken to ensure the reliability and
validity of the results. First, the questionnaire has been carefully designed and
thoroughly tested by SDRG. Second, the survey was anonymous to encourage
students to be honest and forthright. Third, several consistency checks were run
on the data to exclude careless, invalid, or logically inconsistent answers. These
precautions can reduce most, but not all, sources of error.
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What, not Why: The Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors
2000/2001 Student Survey can indicate what students are doing. It also can
suggest the groups of students who are more likely to engage in these behaviors,
which can aid in designing prevention programs targeted at the students most at
risk. However, the survey does not address another important piece of the puzzle:
Why are students engaging in these behaviors? That question is beyond the scope
of thisreport.

1.5 Understanding this Report

The results of the Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001
Student Survey are presented as data Exhibits. All results are expressed as percentages of
students who made the responses being reported. Some percentages may not sum to 100 percent
due to rounding.

Please note that we encourage you to examine not only the areas for improvement
identified in this survey, but also the regional strengthsthat are revealed. That is, in most cases
the majority of adolescents are NOT engaging in risky behaviors. Although most of the Exhibits
are oriented to examining the preval ence of risk behaviors, please do not forget about the percent
of adolescentsin Detroit who are NOT engaging in the behavior.
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2. PREVALENCE OF SUBSTANCE USE AND DELINQUENT
BEHAVIOR AMONG MICHIGAN PUBLIC SCHOOL
STUDENTSIN THE DETROIT REGION

This chapter presents data about the use of tobacco, alcohol, and illegal substances
among 6™, 8", 10", and 12" grade public school studentsin Detroit, Michigan. To determine the
characteristics of students who engage in these behaviors, this chapter presents prevalence
estimates separately by students' gender, race/ethnicity, and grade in school whenever the data
permit. The available demographic information may be useful in helping to identify groups for
targeted prevention efforts. It should be noted that for some demographic subgroups, either the
number of studentsin Detroit was too small or the prevalence of some behaviors was too low to
obtain areliable estimate. In addition to presenting information about Detroit, where possible
results from the region are compared to the state average to indicate areas that may be of special
concern. Asnoted in Chapter 1, comparisons in this report refer to apparent differences only,
and no statistical calculations have been performed.

21 Tobacco
2.1.1 Lifetime Tobacco Use

As shown in Exhibit 2.1, about 35 percent of Michigan public school studentsin
Detroit had ever used tobacco (i.e., either cigarettes or smokeless tobacco), compared to 41
percent of students statewide. There was no difference between males and femalesin lifetime
tobacco use. An unusual finding based on grade in school was observed for Detroit; the
prevalence of lifetime cigarette use decreased slightly with grade in school, from 46 percent of
8" graders, to 45 percent of 10" graders, to 41 percent of 12" graders.

The overall level of lifetime tobacco usein Detroit was lower than the state average of 41
percent. Thisfinding was true for both males (36% Detroit vs. 41% state) and females (35%
Detroit vs. 42% state). The unusual pattern of lower prevalence in higher grades in Detroit was
in contrast with the pattern in the state as awhole. Prevalence of lifetime tobacco use was higher
in among 8" graders in Detroit than across the state (46% vs. 38%), but lower among 10" graders
(45% vs. 55%) and 12" graders (41% vs. 65%).

2.1.2 Past-Month Tobacco Use

Approximately 8 percent of studentsin Detroit had used tobacco in the 30 days
prior to the survey (i.e., they were current tobacco users) (Exhibit 2.1). No differences were
found between males and females. Past month tobacco use was somewhat higher among 8"
graders (14%) than among 10" graders (9%) or 12" graders (10%).
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Exhibit 2.1 Prevalence of Tobacco Usein the Lifetime and Past Month Among Public
School Studentsin the Detroit Region and the State, by Selected Demographic
Characteristics: 2000/2001

Lifetime Past Month

Demographic Characteristic Region State Region State
Total 349 414 8.0 19.2
Gender

Mae 36.4 41.2 9.2 19.7

Female 35.0 419 75 18.9
Race/Ethnicity

Caucasian + 43.4 + 21.4

African-American 35.2 35.5 8.0 9.8

Other races' + 34.2 + 155
Gradein School

6" + 12.6 + 2.3

ghn 46.3 38.0 13.7 14.0

10t 44.6 54.6 9.2 27.6

12t 41.0 65.1 9.9 36.5

*+ Estimate suppressed because of low precision.

! Includes Hispanics or Latinos, American Indians or Alaskan Natives, Asians, Native Hawaiians or other Pacific Islanders, or
Arab Americans or Chaldeans.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.
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The prevalence of past month tobacco use in Detroit was considerably lower than the
prevalence statewide (19%). Where comparisons among demographic groups were possible,
groupsin Detroit generally were lower than those across the state. There were fewer current
tobacco users in Detroit than in the state as a whole among males (9% vs. 20%), females (8% vs.
21%), 10™ graders (9% vs. 28%), and 12" graders (10% vs. 37%). The prevalence of current
smokers among 8" graders was 14 percent for both Detroit and the state.

2.2 Alcohol
2.2.1 LifetimeAlcohol Use

To assess lifetime alcohol use, students were asked whether they had ever had a
drink of alcohol intheir life, beyond just afew sips. Exhibit 2.2 shows that amost half of the
studentsin Detroit reported lifetime use of alcohol. An examination of demographic differences
in Detroit showed a similar prevalence among males and females. As expected, the prevalence
of lifetime alcohol use increased with grade. The largest increase was between the 6™ and 8"
grades (25% and 51%, respectively). Still higher rates were observed for 10" graders (61%) and
12" graders (67%).

The prevalence of lifetime alcohol use by studentsin Detroit (47%) is somewhat [ower
than the rate for studentsin the state as awhole (54%). The relatively lower prevalence for
Detroit students held true for males, females, 10" graders, and 12" graders. For 8" graders,
however, prevalence similar was Detroit and the state. Conversely, use was higher among
studentsin Detroit compared to students in the state for 6™ graders (25% vs. 19%).

2.2.2 Past-Month Alcohol Use

As shown in Exhibit 2.2, 23 percent of public school studentsin Detroit had
consumed at least one drink in the month prior to the 2000/2001 survey (i.e., currently used
alcohol). Maleswere dlightly more likely than females to have used alcohol in the past month
(24% compared to 22%). Aswas the case with lifetime use, rates for current use also increased
with students grade. Notably, almost 40 percent of the students in the 12" grade reported
drinking alcohol in the past month.

The overall prevalence of past month alcohol use by students Detroit was lower than the
state average (23% and 31%, respectively). Thisdifference aso applied to most of the
demographic subgroups. Specificaly, use by studentsin Detroit was lower than in the state for
males (24% vs. 31%), females (22% vs. 31%), 10" graders (29% vs. 44%), and 12" graders
(37% vs. 54%).
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Exhibit 2.2 Prevalence of Alcohol Usein the Lifetime and Past M onth Among Public
School Studentsin the Detroit Region and the State, by Selected Demographic
Characteristics: 2000/2001

Lifetime Past Month

Demographic Characteristic Region State Region State
Total 47.2 54.4 22.6 31.0
Gender

Male 46.7 54.6 23.9 31.3

Female 48.3 54.4 21.9 30.7
Race/Ethnicity

Caucasian + 57.4 + 33.9

African-American 48.0 45.8 23.1 20.6

Other races' + 46.3 + 24.5
Gradein School

6" 24.6 19.3 + 5.7

gn 50.8 50.6 26.7 25.0

10" 60.7 715 28.6 43.6

12t 67.4 80.9 37.2 54.1

*+ Estimate suppressed because of low precision.

! Includes Hispanics or Latinos, American Indians or Alaskan Natives, Asians, Native Hawaiians or other Pacific slanders, or
Arab Americans or Chaldeans.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.
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2.3 Other Drugs
2.3.1 LifetimeOther Drug Use

[licit drug use was less prevalent than alcohol or tobacco use among Detroit’s
public school students. Approximately 29 percent of studentsin Detroit reported having used at
least oneillicit drug in their lifetime (Exhibit 2.3). Maeswere more likely than females to
report illicit drug use (32% vs. 27%). There was a notable difference between 8" graders (33%)
and 10" graders (40%), but no large difference between 10" and 12" graders (42%).

The prevalence of illicit drug use in Detroit was slightly lower than in the state as a
whole (33%). Some differences between Detroit and the state average were found among
particular demographic subgroups. Detroit’s females were less likely than those across the state
to have used illicit drugsin their lifetime (27% vs. 32%). African-Americansin Detroit were
less likely than those in the state as awhole ever to have used illicit drugs (29% vs. 32%).
Although use was somewhat higher in Detroit than in the state among 8" graders (33% and 30%,
respectively), use was lower in Detroit than in the state for 10" graders (40% and 43%,
respectively) and 12" graders (47% and 52%, respectively).

We also examined what types of illicit drugs were being used by Michigan’s public
school students (Exhibit 2.4). The most frequently used illicit drug in Detroit was marijuana
(21%), followed by inhaants (7%).

2.3.2 Past-Month Other Drug Use

Approximately 13 percent of Michigan’s public school studentsin Detroit
reported using an illicit drug in the 30 days prior to the survey (Exhibit 2.3). Therewas no
difference based on gender. Again, percentages of students reporting use increased with grade.
Approximately 14 percent of 8" graders, 17 percent of 10" graders, and 20 percent of 12"
gradersin Detroit used an illicit drug in the month preceding the survey.

The overall prevalence of past monthiillicit drug use by studentsin Detroit (13%) was
somewhat lower than that of studentsin the state (17%). Malesin Detroit were less likely to
report past month illicit drug use than males across the state (13% vs. 19%), and the same was
true for females (13% vs. 16%). Past month illicit drug use among African-Americans was
dlightly lower in Detroit (13%) than the state average (15%). A small difference was observed
for 8" graders (14% Detroit, 16% state), and larger differences were found for 10" graders (17%
Detroit, 25% state) and 12" graders (20% Detroit, 26% state).
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Exhibit 2.3 Prevalenceof Illicit Drug Usein the Lifetime and Past Month Among Public
School Studentsin the Detroit Region and the State, by Selected Demographic
Characteristics: 2000/2001

Lifetime Past Month

Demographic Characteristic Region State Region State
Total 29.2 33.3 12.6 17.2
Gender

Male 324 35.2 12.8 18.6

Female 274 31.7 12.8 16.0
Race/Ethnicity

Caucasian + 34.1 + 17.8

African-American 29.1 32.2 129 154

Other races' + 29.5 + 15.9
Gradein School

6" + 10.8 + 32

g 32.8 30.2 14.0 155

10" 40.0 42.7 16.9 24.7

12 41.9 51.7 19.9 26.1

*+ Estimate suppressed because of low precision.

YIncludes Hispanics or Latinos, American Indians or Alaskan Natives, Asians, Native Hawaiians or other Pacific Islanders, or
Arab Americans or Chaldeans.

Note: [licit Drug Use includes use of marijuana, inhalants, cocaine, LSD or other psychedelics, speed or amphetamines, or
other illegal drugs.

Source:  Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.
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Exhibit 2.4 Prevalence of Specific Typesof Illicit Drug Usein the Lifetime and Past
Month Among Public School Studentsin the Detroit Region and the State:

2000/2001
Lifetime Past Month
Substance Used Region State Region State
Marijuana 21.3 24.0 8.5 12.6
Inhalants 7.1 13.6 3.0 3.9
Cocaine + 3.3 + 11
L SD or Other Psychedelics + 50 + 24
Speed or Amphetamines + 4.9 + 17
Heroin + 09 + +
Tranquilizers + 4.7 + 20
Barbiturates + 2.7 + 12
Designer drugs* + 5.0 + 1.8
Steroids + 14 + +

*+ Estimate suppressed because of low precision.
YIncludes GHB, ecstacy (X), or Ketamine (Specia K).

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey

Marijuana and inhalants were the only substances for which reliable regional estimates of past
month use was obtained. Approximately 9 percent of studentsin Detroit reported past month
marijuana use, afigure lower than the state average of 13 percent. Inhalant use was similar in
Detroit (3%) and the state (4%).

2.4  Combinations of Substances Used

In addition to investigating individual substances used, we examined the prevalence of
multiple substance use. Exhibit 2.5 shows combination drug use for lifetime and past month.
Please note that when referring to the “lifetime” columns the rows refer to lifetime use, and when
referring to the “past month” columns the rows refer to past month use.

24.1 Lifetime Combination Drug Use

We found that, among substance users, the use of more than one substance was common.
Most of the students who had smoked cigarettesin their lifetime also had used alcohol (80%),
whereas 47 percent had smoked marijuana and 16 percent had used other illicit drugs. Among
those who had used alcohol, 57 percent also had smoked cigarettes, 40 percent had smoked
marijuana, and 17 percent had used other illicit drugs. Students who had ever smoked
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Exhibit 25 Combinations of Substances Used in the Lifetime and Past Month Among Michigan Public School Studentsin
the Detroit Region: 2000/2001

Lifetime Use Past Month Use
Other lllicit Other lllicit
Cigarettes Alcohol Marijuana Drugs Cigarettes  Alcohol Marijuana Drugst
Cigarettes 100.0 79.6 47.2 16.2 100.0 66.0 42.2 10.6
Alcohal 57.2 100.0 39.5 16.7 210 100.0 26.8 9.9
Marijuana 75.3 87.3 100.0 18.8 35.0 70.7 100.0 12.8
Other Illicit Drugs* 52.1 4.7 38.7 100.0 17.4 51.3 26.2 100.0

YIncludes inhalants, cocaine, LSD or other psychedelics, speed or amphetamines, heroin, tranquilizers, barbiturates, design drugs (GHB, ecstacy [X], or Ketamine [Special K]),
and steroids.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.



marijuanawere likely to have used cigarettes (75%) alcohol (87%), or other illicit drugs (19%).
Finally, among students who had ever used illicit drugs other than marijuana, 52 percent had
smoked cigarettes, 75 percent had used alcohol, and 39 percent had smoked marijuana.

24.2 Past Month Combination Drug Use

Aswas the case with lifetime use, if students had used one substance in the past month
they were fairly likely to have used another one too. Students who had smoked cigarettesin the
past month had relatively high levels of past month alcohol (66%), marijuana (42%), and other
illicit drug (11%) use. Among those who had used alcohol, 21 percent had smoked cigarettes, 27
percent had smoked marijuana, and 10 percent had used other illicit drugs. Students who had
smoked marijuanain the past month were likely also to have used cigarettes (35%), alcohol
(71%), and other illicit drugs (13%). Among past month other illicit drug users, past month
cigarette use was 17 percent, alcohol use was 51 percent, and marijuana use was 26 percent.

2.5  Peer Perceptions of Useand Perceived Risk of Use
251 Peer Perceptions

To determine the effect of peers' opinions on students' substance use, respondents were
asked about the chances that they would be seen as“cool” if they used cigarettes, alcohol, or
marijuana. Exhibit 2.6 illustrates that the majority of studentsin Detroit reported that there was
“some, little, or no chance” that using these substances would influence their peers’ perceptions
of them. There was a notable difference in substance use between students who thought using
substances would make them appear “cooler” and those who did not. Specifically, those who
thought substance use would enhance their image were more likely to use alcohol, cigarettes, and
marijuana. Itisinteresting to note that the association between peer opinions and substance use
was not specific to a given substance. For example, students who reported that they would be
seen as cool if they drank alcohol were more likely not only to drink alcohol, but also to smoke
cigarettes and marijuana. Thisfinding also applied to peer perceptions about alcohol and
marijuana, and held true for both lifetime and past month substance use (where comparisons
were possible).

252 Per ceived Risk

Students were asked how much peopl e risk harming themselves (physically or in other
ways) if they smoke cigarettes, drink alcohol regularly, or smoke marijuanaregularly. The
findings are presented in Exhibit 2.6. Students who perceived moderate risk associated with
substance use were more likely to have used cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana than those who
perceived either great risk or slight or no risk. Again, the association was not substance-specific;
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Exhibit 2.6 Prevalence of Lifetime and Past Month Use of Cigarettes, Alcohol, and Marijuana Among Michigan Public
School Studentsin the Detroit Region, by Peer Perception of Use and the Perceived Risk of Use: 2000/2001

Lifetime Use Past Month Use
N Cigarettes  Alcohol  Marijuana Cigarettes  Alcohol  Marijuana
What are the chances you would be seen as cool if you:
Smoked cigarettes
very or pretty good chance 65 59.4 67.5 + + + +
some, little, or no chance 1,395 333 47.2 21.7 7.2 22.8 89
Drank alcohol regularly*
very or pretty good chance 123 62.6 73.7 37.8 + 38.7 +
some, little, or no chance 1,331 321 45.8 204 7.0 21.6 81
Smoked marijuana
very or pretty good chance 224 60.2 711 47.5 151 37.3 20.7
some, little, or no chance 1,234 31.0 449 18.2 6.3 20.8 7.1
How much do you think peoplerisk harming
themselves (physically or in other ways) if they:
Smoke cigarettes
great risk 985 38.2 53.9 255 6.4 235 9.9
moderate risk 217 42.8 55.2 24.6 + 24.6 +
slight or no risk 236 20.2 27.6 104 + 194 +
Drink alcohol regularly?
great risk 764 339 47.0 231 5.0 19.3 8.1
moderate risk 335 42.9 62.7 271 10.8 30.8 12.1
slight or no risk 320 28.1 36.8 13.0 75 20.5 5.8
Smoke marijuana regularly
great risk 794 326 48.1 16.7 4.8 195 4.7
moderate risk 298 455 64.7 35.7 + 30.4 153
slight or no risk 320 30.0 37.0 215 11.0 24.1 12.0

*+ Estimate suppressed because of low precision.

At least once or twice amonth.
%0One or two drinks nearly every day.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.



moderate perceived risk of any substance was related to higher use of any other substance. Only
one exception to this pattern was observed; students who thought there was great risk associated
with smoking cigarettes were as likely as those who perceived moderate risk with cigarettes to
have smoked marijuanain their lifetime.

2.6  Delinquent Behavior

Exhibit 2.7 shows the prevalence by gender, race/ethnicity, and grade of five delingquent
behaviors: being drunk or high at school, being suspended from school, stealing or attempting to
steal amotor vehicle, selling illegal drugs, and having been arrested. Please note that due to the
low prevalence of some of these behaviors, reliable estimates are unavailable for certain
demographic subgroups.

Drunk or High at School. Overall, 11 percent of public school studentsin Detroit
reported having been drunk or high at school in the year prior to the survey. The prevalence of
this behavior generally increased from grade 10 (16%) to grade 12 (23%); estimates for grades 6
and 8 were suppressed because of the small number of students reporting this behavior. No
difference between males and females was found.

Sold or Tried to Steal a Motor Vehicle. Very few students reported actual or attempted
theft of avehicle. The only no reliable prevalence estimates are for males (6%) and African-
Americans (3%).

Suspended from School. Approximately 45 percent of studentsin Detroit reported
having been suspended from school in the year prior to the survey. The prevalence of school
suspension was considerably higher among males than females (53% vs. 39%). The highest
prevalence of suspension was reported by 8" graders (61%), followed by 6" graders (44%), then
10" graders 36%) and 12" graders (27%).

Sold Illegal Drugs. Overal, 6 percent of studentsin Detroit reported that they had sold
illegal drugsin the year prior to the survey. The prevalence of this behavior was higher among
males than females (9% vs. 4%) and higher among 12" graders than 10" graders (12% vs. 8%).

Been Arrested. Overal, 8 percent of studentsin Detroit reported that they had been
arrested in the year prior to the survey. Males were much more likely than females to have been
arrested (11% vs. 5%). Students in the 10" grade were slightly more likely to have been arrested
than students in the 12" grade (1%1 vs. 9%).
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Exhibit 2.7 Prevalence of Delinquent Behavior in the Past Year Among Public School Studentsin the Detroit Region:

2000/2001
Gender Race/Ethnicity Grade
African- Other

Male Female Caucasian American Races' 6 8 10 12 Total
Drunk or high at school 11.2 10.6 + 111 + + + 155 22.7 10.6
Suspended from school 53.3 38.6 + 43.7 + 43.8 61.4 36.3 274 44.6
Stoleor tried to steal a 5.7 + + 3.3 + + + + + 3.3
motor vehicle
Sold illegal drugs 8.7 35 + 5.8 + + + 8.0 11.9 5.7
Been arrested 10.9 53 + 7.9 + + + 11.1 9.3 7.6

*+ Estimate suppressed because of low precision.

[A N4

YIncludes Hispanics or Latinos, American Indians or Alaskan Natives, Asians, Native Hawaiians or other Pacific Ilanders, or Arab Americans or Chaldeans.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.



27  Summary

The most commonly used substances among public school studentsin Detroit were
alcohol, cigarettes, and marijuana. Nearly half (47%) had used alcohol in their lifetime, and 23
percent used it in the month before the survey. Recent tobacco use was reported by 8 percent of
students and recent marijuana use by 9 percent. Additionally, over 7 percent of students reported
using inhalantsin their lifetime.

Although afew differences based on gender were found, the most striking demographic
factor associated with prevalence of use was a student’s grade in school. The rate of substance
use generally increased between grades 6 and 12 for alcohol and illicit drugs. For example, the
prevalence of lifetime alcohol use was 25 percent among 6" graders, 51 percent among
8"graders, 61 percent among 10" graders, and 67 percent among 12" graders. This pattern of
higher levels of substance use at higher gradesin school did not apply to tobacco, however.
Another notable finding related to grade in school was the high rate of tobacco use among
Detroit’s 8" graders.

When compared to students across the state, students in Detroit generally reported
dlightly lower levels of substance use.

Among students who used substances, multiple substance use was fairly common. This
was true for both lifetime and past month use.

Most students reported that using cigarettes, alcohol, or marijuana was unlikely to make
them appear “cooler” to their peers. Those who did think substance use would enhance their
image were more likely to use substances. It is notable that the association between peer
opinions and substance use was not specific to a given substance; instead, students who reported
that they would be seen as cool if they used one substance were more likely to report use of other
substances too.

Moving beyond substance use, the prevalence of some delinquent behaviors in the past
year was also assessed. Approximately 45 percent of students in Detroit reported having been
suspended from school, 11 percent reported having been drunk or high at school, 8 percent
reported having been arrested, and 6 percent reported having sold illegal drugs. The percentage
of students who had been suspended seems particularly high.

Overall, the data presented in this chapter provide basic prevalence information about
alcohol and other drug use and delinquent behaviors for public school studentsin Detroit and
offer insights into the groups most likely to experience substance use problems. When
considering the information in this chapter, the limitations should be kept in mind. As noted
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previously, information for some demographic subgroups is unavailable due to low precisionin
the data or low prevalence of the behavior among those groups. In addition, the results are based
on students’ self-reports, and may not reflect their substance use with complete accuracy.
Another important consideration involves the implications of any data collected in a school
setting; students problematically involved with substance use may be less likely to attend school,
and as aresult considerabl e caution should be used when extrapolating the results to the entire
adolescent population in Detroit.
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3. RISK AND PROTECTIVE FACTORSFOR ADOLESCENT HEALTH
BEHAVIORS AMONG MICHIGAN PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS
IN DETROIT

3.1 Background

Therisk and protective factor framework has assumed a prominent role in substance
abuse prevention research and practice over the past two decades. In 1979, Dr.’s J. David
Hawkins and Richard F. Catalano, of the Social Development Research Group (SDRG), began
developing the Social Development Strategy which has identified a set of risk and protective
factors that influence behaviors.

Risk factors are characteristics of individuals or their environment that, when present,
increase the likelihood that individuals will develop a disorder (e.g., use drugs) (Garmezy, 1983).
Protective factors are characteristics that may reduce one’s susceptibility to risk or prevent the
initial occurrence of arisk factor (Coie et a., 1993). SDRG research has shown that certain
conditions in achild’s community, school, family and peer environments, as well as
physiological and personality traits of the child, are common risk factors for problems such as
drug abuse, delinquency, teenage pregnancy, and school failure. Becauserisk factors are
precursors to substance abuse behaviors, reducing risk factors or protecting against them can
prevent the occurrence of such behaviors. The Social Development Strategy emphasi zes two
key protective factors, including (1) bonding to prosocial family, school and peers, and (2) clear
standards or norms for behavior. Three processes promote these protective factors: (1)
opportunities for involvement in productive prosocia roles, (2) skillsto be successfully involved
in theseroles, and (3) consistent systems of recognition and reinforcement for prosocial
involvement. These factors protect against the development of conduct problems, school
misbehavior, truancy, and drug abuse. Therefore, risk-focused approaches to substance abuse
prevention seek to reduce risk factors for substance abuse and enhance protective factors.

Therisk and protective factors identified above are found at multiple levels, including the
individual, the family, the peer group, the school, and the community (Hawkins, Catalano, &
Miller, 1992; Kandel, Simcha-Fagan, & Davies, 1986; Newcomb & Felix-Ortiz, 1992). Persons
exposed to multiple risk factors, and across multiple levels, are more likely to engagein
substance use than those with fewer risk factors and/or fewer levels. In addition, as mentioned
above, many undesirable behavioral outcomes, such as substance use, delinquency, teen
pregnancy, and school failure, share common risk factors. Somerisk factors, such as
demographic characteristics, cannot be changed, but can help to identify high-risk groups.

I dentification of specific populations in which risk factors are high and protective factors are low
allows identification of prevention needs and facilitates targeting programming toward the
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reduction of risk factors and the enhancement of protective factors (Hawkins, Arthur, &
Catalano, 1997). Risk and protective factors which were asked about on the survey (see
appendix) are as follows.

Community Factors:

! L ow neighborhood attachment (Items 95, 97,107)

I Community disorganization (Items 99[a-d], 105)

Transitions and mobility (Items 101, 104, 106, 108,100)

L aws and norms favorable toward drug use (Items 86, 88, 90, 93[a-c], 94[a-d])

Per ceived availability of drugsand handguns (Items 84, 85, 87, 89, 91)

Opportunitiesfor conventional involvement (Items 103[a-€])

Opportunitiesfor positiveinteraction (Item 98)

Rewardsfor conventional involvement (Items 96, 102, 109)

School Factors:

I Academicfailure (Items 13, 23)

! Little commitment to school (Items 25, 26, 27, 28[a-])

School absenteeism (Items 14[a-c])

Opportunitiesfor positive involvement (Items 15, 16, 18, 19, 25)

Rewardsfor conventional involvement (Items 17, 20, 21, 22)

Family Factors:

! Poor family management (Items 111, 112, 113, 115, 124, 125)

! Poor Discipline (Items 114, 116, 117)

Parental attitudes favorable toward drug use (Items 110[a-c])

Par ental attitudes favorable toward antisocial behavior (Items 110[d-f])

Attachment (Items 120, 121)
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Opportunitiesfor positive involvement (Items 119, 122, 123)

Rewardsfor conventional involvement (Items 118, 126)

Peer-Individual Factors:

Rebelliousness (Items 32, 35, 47)

Early initiation of substance use (Items 30[a-d])
Early initiation of problem behavior (Items 30[e-i])
I mpulsiveness (Items 48, 49, 50, 51)

Antisocial behavior (Items40[a-h])
Attitudesfavorable toward antisocial behavior (Items 31[a-€])
Attitudes favorable toward drug use (Items 31[f-i])
Perceived risks of drug use (Items 52[a-d])

I nteraction with antisocial peers (Items 29[e-k])
Friends use of drugs (Items 29[a-d])

Sensation seeking (Items 37[a-C])

Rewardsfor antisocial involvement (Items 41[a-d])
Social skills (Items 42, 43, 44, 45)

Belief in the moral order (Items 33, 34, 36, 46)

3.2 Regional Findings

3.2.1 Attitudes Favorable Toward Drug Use

Nearly all public school studentsin Detroit reported that they thought it was very

wrong or wrong for someone their age to useillegal drugs other than marijuana (Exhibit 3.1).
Most reported that it was very wrong or wrong for someone their age to take a handgun to school
(93%), steal anything worth more than $5 (89%), smoke cigarettes or marijuana (86%), cut
school (85%), attack someone (83%), drink alcohol regularly (81%), or pick afight with
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Exhibit 3.1 Students Attitudes About Substance Use and Other Behaviors Among Public
School Studentsin the Detroit Region: 2000/2001

Per cent
A Little Not
Very Bit Wrong

Wrong Wrong Wrong at All

How wrong do you think it isfor someone your

ageto:

smoke cigarettes? 60.9 25.2 9.6 43
drink alcohol regularly? 60.4 20.2 13.2 6.2
smoke marijuana? 70.7 155 8.0 5.8
use other illegal drugs? 93.3 43 + +

steal anything worth more than $5? 57.7 311 8.5 2.7
pick afight with someone? 41.8 371 16.1 49
cut school ? 57.4 27.5 10.3 4.8
take a handgun to school ? 84.2 84 55 +

attack someone to serioudly hurt them? 67.1 16.3 10.8 5.8

+ Data suppressed due to low precision.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey

someone (79%). Some students, however, reported that it was not wrong at al or only alittle bit
wrong for someone their age to engage in such activities.

Students also were asked how their parents felt about a subset of these behaviors.
Exhibit 3.2 shows that most students reported that their parents overwhelmingly thought each of
the behaviors was very wrong or wrong. Nearly all students reported that their parentsfelt it was
very wrong or wrong for them to steal anything worth more than $5 or to smoke marijuana or
cigarettes, and most reported that their parents felt it was very wrong or wrong for them to drink
alcohol (94%), or pick afight with someone (90%).

3.2.2 Perceived Availability of Drugs

Students were asked how easy it would be for them to get alcohol, tobacco, and
other drugs if they wanted to get some. Exhibit 3.3 shows that the majority of public school
students in Detroit thought getting alcohol, cigarettes, marijuana, or other illegal drugswould be
very hard or sort of hard. A substantial number, however, reported that these substances would
befairly easy to get. About 48 percent of students thought it would be very easy or sort of easy
for them to get marijuana, 45 percent thought getting cigarettes would be very easy or sort of
easy, 40 percent



Exhibit 3.2 Parental Attitudes Towards Substance Use and Other Behaviors Among
School Studentsin the Detroit Region: 2000/2001

Per cent
Very A LittleBit Not Wrong
Wrong Wrong Wrong at All

How wrong do your parentsfed it would be
for you to:

smoke cigarettes? 86.8 8.6 29 +

drink alcohol? 85.0 8.9 4.2 +

smoke marijuana? 91.0 52 2.6 +

steal anything worth more than $5? 89.7 7.6 + +

pick afight with someone? 70.8 194 8.6 +

+ Data suppressed due to low precision.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.

Exhibit 3.3 Perceived Ease of Getting Tobacco, Alcohol, and Illicit Drugs Among Public
School Studentsin the Detroit Region: 2000/2001

Per cent
Very Sort of Sort of Very
Hard Hard Easy Easy
If you wanted to get , how easy
would it be for you to get some?
beer, wine, or hard liquor 48.3 11.6 20.3 19.8
cigarettes 42.6 12.0 155 29.9
marijuana 446 7.2 145 338
other illegal drugs 70.5 84 10.0 111

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.



thought it would be very easy or sort of easy to obtain alcohol, and 21 percent thought it would
be very easy or sort of easy to get other illegal drugs.

Students al so were asked about the likelihood of an adolescent in their neighborhood
getting caught by the police for using various substances. About 77 percent of Detroit students
believed it was unlikely that an adolescent in their neighborhood would get caught if they
smoked cigarettes. Students also thought it was unlikely that an adolescent would get caught for
drinking alcohol (75%) or smoking marijuana (71%) (Exhibit 3.4).

Exhibit 3.4 Perceived Likelihood of Getting Caught by the Police for Substance Use
Among Public School Studentsin the Detroit Region: 2000/2001

80% — % 5%
70% | 71%
60% —
50% — 1
40% — ] No
~
30% — 29% ves
3% 25% ~ %
20% — w \ \
10% % \ \
0% o~ NN N
Cigarettes Alcohol Marijuana

!Students were asked
to select one of the four response options: NO!, no, yes, and YES. For this report, the response options of NO! and no were
collapsed into No; YES and yes were collapsed into Yes.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.

3.2.3 Perceived Risksof Drug Use

Even though many students thought it was fairly easy to get substances and
unlikely that they would get caught for using acohol, tobacco, or other drugs, many felt that
substance use was dangerous. Exhibit 3.5 indicates that more than half felt that people are at
great risk for harming themselves physically or in other ways if they smoke one or more packs of
cigarettes per day (58%) or smoke marijuanaregularly (54%). Only 46 percent thought drinking
alcohol nearly every day was a great risk, and only 25 percent thought there was great risk
associated with smoking marijuana once or twice.
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Exhibit 3.5 Perceived Risks of Substance Use Among Public School Studentsin the
Detroit Region: 2000/2001

Per cent
No Moderate Great
Risk Slight Risk Risk Risk
How much do you think peoplerisk
harming themselves (physically or in
other ways) if they:
Smoke one or more packs of cigarettes
per day? 17.1 8.7 16.2 58.0
Try marijuana once or twice? 275 285 18.9 25.2
Smoke marijuanaregularly? 20.1 9.2 17.3 535
Take one or two drinks of an alcoholic
beverage nearly every day? 19.0 129 21.8 46.4

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.

3.2.4 Friends Useof Drugs

Students were asked to think about their four best friends (the friends they felt
closest to) and indicate how many had used alcohol, tobacco, or other drugs in the past year
(Exhibit 3.6). A majority of students reported that none of their close friends had used these
substances in the past year. Approximately 46 percent had close friends who had tried alcohol
when their parents didn’t know about it, 31 percent had close friends who had smoked cigarettes,
and 30 percent had close friends who had used marijuanain the past year.

3.25 Opportunitiesand Rewardsfor Positive School, Community, and Family
I nvolvement

Students were asked about opportunities and rewards for positive school,
community, and family involvement. Exhibit 3.7 shows that most students reported that there
are alot of chances for students to get involved in school sports, clubs, and other activities
outside of class (78%), they have lots of chances to be part of class discussiong/activities (78%),
teacherstell them when they are doing a good job (74%), teachers ask them to work on school
projects (70%), there are lots of chances for students to talk with a teacher one-on-one (68%).
Only 47 percent, however, reported that their teachers prai se them when they work hard in
school, 43 percent reported that they have lots of chances to help decide things like class
activities and rules, and 38 percent reported that the school |ets their parents know when they
have done something well.
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Exhibit 3.6 Friends Substance Use Among Public School Studentsin the Detroit Region:

2000/2001
Per cent
None 1 2 3 4
Think of your four best friends (the
friendsyou fedl closest to). In the past
year (12 months), how many of your
best friends have:
Smoked cigarettes? 68.9 12.9 8.9 29 6.4
Tried alcohol when parents didn’t
know about it? 54.1 15.7 10.2 6.5 13.6
Used marijuana? 70.1 9.8 6.7 4.4 9.0
Used L SD, cocaine, amphetamines, or
other illegal drugs? 96.4 + + + +

+ Data suppressed due to low precision.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.

Exhibit 3.7 Opportunitiesand Rewardsfor School I nvolvement Among Public School
Studentsin the Detroit Region: 2000/2001

Per cent

No' Yes
In my school, students have lots of chances to help decide things like class
activitiesand rules. 574 42.6
Teachers ask me to work on classroom projects. 30.1 69.9
My teacher(s) notices when | am doing a good job and |lets me know about it. 26.4 73.6
There are alot of chances for studentsin my school to get involved in sports,
clubs, and other schools activities outside of class. 21.6 78.4
There are lots of chances for students in my schooal to talk with ateacher one-
on-one. 324 67.6
The school lets my parents know when | have done something well. 62.5 375
My teachers praise me when | work hard in school. 535 46.5
| have lots of chances to be part of class discussiong/activities. 21.8 78.2

IStudents were asked to select one of the four response options: NO!, no, yes, and YES.. For this report, the response options of
NO! and no were collapsed into No; YES and yes were collapsed into Yes.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.
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Students also were asked about the kinds of activities available in their community for
people their age and about interaction between students and the community. Exhibit 3.8 shows
that:

students reported that the most common community activity is sports teams
(71%), followed by boys and girls clubs (51%), service clubs (36%), scouting
(30%), and 4-H clubs (23%);

59 percent of students said that there are people in their neighborhood who
encourage them to do their best, 58 percent said that there are peoplein their
neighborhood who are proud of them when they do something well, and 40
percent said there alot of adultsin their neighborhood they could talk to about
something important; and

35 percent of students said their neighbors notice when they do a good job and let
them know about it.

Exhibit 3.8 Community Involvement and I nteraction Among Public School Studentsin
the Detroit Region: 2000/2001

Per cent
No Yes
Which of the following activitiesfor people your age are availablein
your community?
Sports teams 28.8 71.2
Scouting 70.3 29.7
Boys and girls clubs 49.5 50.5
4-H clubs 76.9 231
Service clubs 64.5 355
In my neighborhood, or the area around wherel live:*
There are alot of adults | could talk to about something important. 60.2 39.8
There are people who are proud of me when | do something well. 42.5 575
There are people who encourage me to do my best. 40.6 59.4
My neighbor s notice when | am doing a good job and let me know
about it.! 65.3 34.7

IStudents were asked to select one of the four response options: NO!, no, yes, and YES. For this report, the response options of
NO! and no were collapsed into No; YES and yes were collapsed into Yes.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.



Finally, students were asked about rewards and opportunities for family involvement.
Approximately 43 percent of students reported that there parents notice al the time when they
are doing agood job and let them know about it, and 23 percent reported that their parents do so
often. Thirty-nine percent of students also said that their parentstell them all the time that they
are proud of them for something they have done, and another 27 percent said that their parents
do so often (Exhibit 3.9). Exhibit 3.10 shows that 80 percent of students said they could ask
their parents for help with a personal problem, 74 percent of students reported that their parents
give them lots of chances to do fun things with them, and 70 percent are involved in family
decisions affecting them.

Exhibit 3.9 Rewardsfor Family Involvement Among Public School Studentsin the
Detroit Region: 2000/2001

Per cent
Never or All the
almost never Sometimes Often time

My parents notice when | am doing a
good job and let me know about it. 7.7 26.3 22.8 43.3
How often do your parents tell you that
they are proud of you for something you
have done? 10.2 24.6 26.8 38.5

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.

Exhibit 3.10 Opportunitiesfor Family Involvement Among Public School Studentsin the
Detroit Region: 2000/2001

Per cent
No* Yest
My parents ask me what | think before most family decisions
affecting me are made. 30.2 69.8
If | had a personal problem, | could ask my mom or dad for help. 20.5 79.5
My parents give melots of chances to do fun things with them. 26.0 74.1

IStudents were asked to select one of the four response options: NO!, no, yes, and YES. For this report, the response options of
NO! and no were collapsed into No; YES and yes were collapsed into Yes.

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.

3-10



3.2.6 Regional and Statewide Rankings of Risk and Protective Factors

Exhibit 3.11 shows rankings of ten risk factors and nine protective factors for
Detroit, as well as the percentage of students who are considered “at risk” or “resilient” for each.
The most common risk factor for studentsin Detroit was poor family discipline, on which 40
percent of students were at risk. Other relatively common risk factors were perceived
availability of drugs and handguns (34% of students), and laws and norms favorable toward
substance use (30%). About one quarter of Detroit students were considered at risk based on
low neighborhood attachment, academic failure, perceived risks of substance use, and
community disorganization. Approximately onein five was at risk on rebelliousness and
personal and community transitions and mobility. An examination of protective factors shows
that 70 percent or greater were resilient on social skills, opportunities for positive family or
school involvement, family attachment, and belief in the moral order. Other protective factors
for more than half of Detroit’ s students included rewards for conventional involvement with
family (62%), community (53%), and school (52%). Opportunities for conventional
involvement in the community were reported by 39 percent of Detroit students.

Statewide rankings and percentages are presented in Exhibit 3.12. Acrossthe state, the
most common risk factor was the perceived availability of drugs and handguns. More than four
in ten students were at risk on thisfactor. Little commitment to school, poor family discipline,
and sensation seeking were risk factors for about a quarter of students statewide. About onein
five students were at risk on the factors academic failure, rebelliousness, friend’ s substance use,
laws and norms favorable toward substance use, and low neighborhood attachment. The tenth
most common risk factor for students across the state was perceived risks of substance use
(14%). Interms of protective factors, many students across the state were resilient on
opportunities for positive involvement at school (83%), attachment to their family (79%), and
opportunities for positive family involvement in their family (78%). About three quarters were
resilient on social skills, belief in the moral order, and opportunities of conventional involvement
in the community. Two-thirds were resilient on rewards for conventional family involvement,
and more than half on rewards for conventional community and school involvement.
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Exhibit 3.11 Rank of Risk and Protective Factors Among Michigan Public School Students: 2000/2001

Detroit
Per centage Per centage
of Students of Students
Rank Risk Factor at Risk Rank Protective Factor Resilient
1 Poor discipline (family) 40.4% 1 Social Skills 79.2%
2 Perceived availability of drugs & handguns 341 2 Opportunities for positive involvement (family) 76.1
3 Laws and norms favorable toward 30.2 3 Opportunities for positive involvement (school) 724
substance use
4 Low neighborhood attachment 28.3 4 Attachment (family) 70.7
5 Academic failure 25.8 5 Belief in the moral order 69.7
6 Perceived risks of substance use 244 6 Rewards for conventional involvement (family) 62.4
7 Community disorganization 239 7 Rewards for conventional involvement 52.9
(community)
8 Rebelliousness 219 8 Rewards for conventional involvement (school) 524
9 Personal transitions and mobility 211 9 Opportunities for conventional involvement 38.7
(community)
10 Community transitions and mobility 20.7

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.
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Exhibit 3.12 Rank of Risk and Protective Factors Among Michigan Public School Students: 2000/2001

Statewide
Per centage Per centage
of Students of Students
Rank Risk Factor at Risk Rank Protective Factor Resilient
1 Perceived availability of drugs & handguns 42.5% 1  Opportunities for positive involvement (school) 82.5%
2 Little commitment to school 26.6 2 Attachment (family) 79.3
3 Poor discipline (family) 25.9 3 Opportunities for positive involvement (family) 77.7
4 Sensation seeking 22.9 4  Socid skills 744
5 Academic failure 20.7 5  Belief inthe moral order 73.0
6 Rebelliousness 193 6  Opportunities for conventional involvement 72.1
(community)
7 Friends substance use 18.7 7 Rewards for conventional involvement (family) 67.0
8 Laws and norms favorable toward 17.6 8  Rewardsfor conventional involvement 53.5
substance use (community)
9 Low neighborhood attachment 16.7 9 Rewards for conventional involvement (school) 52.7
10 Perceived risks of substance use 13.7

Source: Michigan Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey.



4. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Findings from this study have implications for substance abuse prevention policies,
planning, and program development in Detroit, Michigan. This study was designed to identify
adolescent populationsin greatest need of substance abuse prevention so that prevention
programs and services can target risk and protective factors for substance abuse. Even though
some of the risk factors examined in this study (e.g., grade in school, gender, and race/ethnicity)
are impossible to alter, they do serve to identify those students with elevated risk for substance
use. Other risk factors can be modified. Modifiable risk factors include academic performance,
antisocial behaviors, student perceptions, and availability of alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs.
The same s true for protective factors; some are amenable to change and others can serve as
markers of groups most at risk. Highlights of the findings of this study and implications
regarding programming are provided in the following sections.

41 Summary
4.1.1 Substance Use

When compared to students across the state, studentsin Detroit generally reported
dlightly lower levels of substance use.

I Nearly one quarter of public school studentsin Detroit reported recent
alcohol use.

Eight percent of students reported recent tobacco use.

Nine percent of students reported recent marijuana use.

Substance use varied across some demographic characteristics.

! Rates of substance use generally increased as students' grade in school
increased. For example, prevalence of lifetime alcohol use was 25 percent
among 6™ graders, 51 percent among 8"graders, 61 percent among 10"
graders, and 67 percent among 12" graders.

Another notable finding related to grade in school was the high rate of
tobacco use among Detroit’s 8" graders.



4.1.2

Delinquent Behaviors

Males were more likely than females to have exhibited most, but not all, delinquent behaviors.

4.1.3

Morethan 1 in 10 Detroit students reported having been drunk or high at
school in the year prior to the survey.

Theft or attempted theft of a motor vehicle was rare.

A large percentage of students (45%) had been suspended, and suspension
was more common among males than females.

Six percent of students had sold illegal drugs. This behavior, too, was
more common in males than females.

Eight percent of students had been arrested in the past year. Arrest was
more common for males than females.

Risk and Protective Factors

One way to reduce students' substance use and delinquent behavior isto identify

factors that make students more or less likely to participate in such behaviors and then reduce
risk factors while increasing protective factors. National research hasidentified a set of risk and
protective factors that have been shown to be related to these undesirable behaviors (Hawkins et
al., 1992, 1997). The more risk factors a student has, the more likely that student is to have used
substances in the past month. The more protective factors present, the less likely that student is
to have used substances in the past month.

The following findings report on the status of risk and protective factors among students

in Detroit.

Students’ Attitudes Toward Drug Use and Antisocial Behavior. The
vast majority of students reported that it was “very wrong” or “wrong” for
someone their age to engage in substance use and delinguent behavior.
For example, over 90 percent thought it was very wrong or wrong for
someone their age to useillegal drugs other than marijuana or take a
handgun to school.

Parents Attitudes Toward Drug Use and Antisocial Behavior.
Students overwhelmingly reported that their parents thought substance use
and delinquent behavior were wrong or very wrong for adolescents.

Perceived Availability of Drugs. Although students reported that illicit

drugs other than marijuana would be difficult to obtain, they thought it
would be easier to get marijuana, alcohol, or cigarettes. Students also
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reported that it was unlikely that an adolescent in their neighborhood
would get caught by the policeif they smoked cigarettes or marijuana, or
drank alcohol.

! Perceived Risks of Drug Use. Perceived risk of physical or other harm
was fairly high for heavy smoking and regular marijuana use. Somewhat
fewer students thought using alcohol regularly put them at great risk, and
fewer still perceived smoking marijuana once or twice to be dangerous.

! Friends Use of Drugs. A majority of students reported that none of their
closest friends had used cigarettes, marijuana, or other illegal drugsin the
past year. Likewise, over half of students reported that none of their close
friends had tried alcohol when their parents didn’t know about it.

! Opportunitiesand Rewar dsfor Positive School Involvement. Most
studentsin Detroit reported that there are alot of opportunitiesto be
involved and rewarded at school. Fewer students, however, reported that
their teachers prai se them when they work hard in school, that they have
input on class activities and rules, or that the school notifies their parents
when they have done something well.

! Opportunities and Rewardsfor Positive Community I nvolvement.
Opportunities to participate in community activities such as sports were
commonly reported by Detroit students, but fewer students noted
opportunities for other activities such as scouting and service clubs. More
than half of students reported that their neighbors encourage them and are
proud of them when they do something well, but less than half indicated
the availability of neighborhood adults to confide in, or that their
neighbors notice and are proud when they do a good job.

! Opportunitiesand Rewar dsfor Positive Family Involvement. About
two-thirds of studentsin Detroit reported that their parents always or often
notice when they are doing a good job and let them know about it, and that
their parents always or often tell them that they are proud of them for
something they have done. Most students indicated that they could ask
their parents for help with a personal problem, that their parents give them
the opportunity to do fun things with them, and that they are involved in
family decisions affecting them.

4.2 Limitationsof the Data

It isimportant to note again the limitations of the data gathered in the Michigan
Substance Abuse Risk and Protective Factors 2000/2001 Student Survey. The primary limitation
isthe exclusive focus on adolescents in school. With such a focus, adolescent subpopulations
with concentrated numbers of problem users may be missed. These subpopulations include
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school dropouts, homeless and runaway students, and students who have been incarcerated or
institutionalized—all of whom are likely to be undercounted by school surveys.

The subpopul ation of most concern not captured by school-based surveys is school
dropouts. There has been some controversy surrounding the belief that dropouts have the
greatest drug problems, but most of the research to date has shown that dropouts are more likely
to be substance users than those who remain in school. Mensch and Kandel (1988) found that
dropouts were more likely than graduates to use cigarettes and illicit drugs. An unpublished
analysis of the adolescent subsample of the 1991 National Household Survey on Drug Abuse
(NHSDA) also showed that 16- and 17-year-old dropouts were significantly more likely than
those currently enrolled to use alcohol, cigarettes, marijuana, cocaine, and any illicit drugs
(including marijuana and cocaine). Published studies have also shown that drug use often
precedes dropping out of school (Friedman, Glickman, & Utada, 1985; Mensch & Kandel,
1988), but drug use has not been proven to be a definitive cause of dropping out of school.
Nevertheless, it is reasonable to assume that some of the problem users who are at risk for
dropping out but have not yet done so will be captured in this survey; results, however, can only
be generalized to the population of adolescents who are attending school.

The second important limitation is that the questionnaire measures self-reported
behavior. Caution should be exercised in interpreting these data because of respondents’
tendencies to underreport undesirable behaviors and to have difficulty remembering complicated
information, such as the age at which they first used a substance (Bailey, Flewelling, & Rachdl,
1992).

Finally, reliable estimates for some demographic subgroups consistently were
unavailable for Detroit because the groups were small relative to the entire student population or
because the use or behavior in question was very low in these groups. Although data from these
groups were used to calculate other estimates, such as regional totals and gender estimates, it is
not possible to compare them with other demographic subgroups.
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